Abstract. The paper presents the comparison of key challenges addressed as the most significant to face within the rural development programmes -2020 (RDP 2014 -2020 The study results in the prioritization of distinguished challenges (priorities), where the level of importance to each challenge was assigned based on the amount of budget allocated to each priority. The research indicates that the issue of restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems in agriculture and forestry gains the greatest interest in the countries of European Union (the objective was given the highest priority rank in 24 out of 28 EU Member States), whereas the issue of resource efficiency and shift to low carbon and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors (the priority coefficient assessed on the level of 7.4 %) and the issue of food chain organisation, animal welfare and risk management (the priority coefficient assessed on the level of 8.9 %) play the least significant role.
Introduction
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is one of the most important policies of the European Union (EU); it occupies the major share of the region's budget and has profound economic, social, political, environmental and cultural effects on agricultural development in the rural areas of EU Member States (Papadopoulos, 2015) . Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) constitute the second pillar of the CAP. They are partly funded by the EU budget (the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development -EAFRD) and partly co-financed by national and/or regional authorities. European rural areas face several challenges. Over the last 60 years the unprecedented increase in food production has come at considerable cost to the natural environment and farmland biodiversity (Javadzadeh et al., 2014) . Therefore, Europe places emphasis on programs that sponsor environmental services targeting at reducing negative externalities (e.g. nutrient run-off, soil erosion) and increasing positive externalities (e.g. preserving a farming heritage) and aims to support environmentally beneficial farming practices, including organic farming and the maintenance of existing low-intensity systems (Baylis et al., 2008; Ilbery and Bowler, 1998; Mullarkey et al., 2001; Pradziadowicz, 2017) . Apart from environmental protection and preservation of biodiversity in rural areas, increasing attention should be drawn to climate change adaptation and resource efficiency (Ellen et al., 2011; Olesen and Bindi, 2002) . Another crucial issue is promoting social inclusion and poverty reduction. According to EUROSTAT, (2017), rural citizens of EU are more at risk of poverty or social exclusion than urban inhabitants (25. potential for economic diversification and going beyond agricultural restructuring (Gallent et al., 2015) . Consideration should be given to the issue of promoting alternative food supply chains, as they can constitute a contribution to transitions concerning the shift from a productivist to a 'postproductivist' food regime and the public consumer pressure for a larger variety of distinctive 'quality' food products (Renting et al., 2003) Although the EU cohesion policy is aimed at the reduction of regional and social disparities in the EU territory (Hooghe, 1996) , a strong level of rural areas' diversification within the EU Member States has to be outlined. There can be noticed differences and discrepancies between the Taking all the discrepancies into account, the national policies should both implement the Common Agricultural Policy and be tailored to the most crucial needs and challenges of the particular territory of a country or a region, so that they uphold existing differences in Member States.
Research object and methods
The research aims to investigate main similarities and dissimilarities in the priority targets of EU Member States rural development policies. In order to achieve the research goal, the method (Table 1) . Some EU Member States adopted more than one RDP 2014-2020. In total, there were adopted 118 RDPs 2014-2020 in the EU. The study concerned the total amount of funds allocated to the whole country, without specification on the share of allocations in particular regions. No financial allocation for Priority 1 (P1) was shown in Table 1 (Table 2 ).
According to the study results, for the majority of EU Member States the distribution of funds per priority in RDPs is similar to the one for the whole European Union in terms of the priorities to which was allocated the largest and the lowest amount of money (Fig. 2) . 24 out of 28 Member
States allocated the largest amount of funding to Priority 4 (of which 8 countries allocated between 64 % and 71 % of total budget). The remaining 4 countries (Croatia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal) allocated roughly the same amount of money (between 27 % to 36 % of total public expenditure) to both Priority 2 and 4. Apart from Sweden and Ireland, none of the countries allocated less than In case of 16 countries, challenges P3 and P5 were located on two last places on the priority ranking list. The majority of the countries allocated to Priority 3 less than or equal to 12 % of their total public budget. The rare exceptions were Hungary (18.5 %), Italy (13.6 %) and Slovakia Based on the research calculations there can be distinguished some similar patterns of funds distribution in EU Member States (Table 3) . States. However, most of the 'new' Member States tend to allocate more funding to Priority 6 (Social inclusion, poverty reduction, economic development) than the 'old' Member States.
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